IN THE UNI TED STATES COURT OF APPEALS
FOR THE FI FTH Cl RCU T

No. 99-41507
Summary Cal endar

WLLI AM HALL, JR ,
Pl ai ntiff-Appellant,
ver sus
JERRY PETERSON, Deputy Director;
GARY J. GOMEZ, Director; DOYLE
MCELVANEY, Warden; ENRI QUE FRANCO,
GERNARDO RODRI GUEZ, JR ; CURTIS N
WALTON, Lieutenant; ROCELIO G
MARTI NEZ; BARBARA A. EASTMAN,
Correctional Oficer II1,
Def endant s- Appel | ees.

Appeal fromthe United States District Court
for the Southern District of Texas
USDC No. G 97-Cv-711

~ May 31, 2000
Bef ore GARWOOD, BENAVI DES and DENNI'S, G rcuit Judges.
PER CURI AM *
WlliamHall, Jr., Texas prisoner # 267649, appeals the
district court’s denial of his 42 U S.C. § 1983 conpl aint as
frivolous under 28 U S. C. 8§ 1915(e)(2). Hall argues that the

def endants denied his right of access to the courts, read his

| egal papers on one occasion, retaliated against himby filing a

Pursuant to 5THCGR R 47.5, the court has determ ned
that this opinion should not be published and is not precedent
except under the limted circunstances set forth in 5TH QR
R 47.5. 4.
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fal se disciplinary report, and denied himdue process at his
disciplinary proceeding. As a result of the alleged denial of
due process, Hall contends that he was puni shed and deprived of
his liberty, including the | oss of 30 days of good-tine credits.
Hal | al so requests perm ssion to proceed in forma pauperis on
appeal .

The district court did not abuse its discretion in
dismssing Hall’s conplaint as frivolous. Based on Hall’s
factual allegations, he has not established any constitutional

cl ai nrs cogni zabl e under § 1983. See Lewis v. Casey, 518 U. S.

343, 351-52 (1996); darke v. Stalder, 154 F.3d 186 (5th G

1998), cert. denied, 119 S. C. 1052 (1999); Tighe v. Wall, 100

F.3d 41, 42 (5th G r. 1996); Walker v. Navarro County Jail, 4

F.3d 410, 413 (5th Gr. 1993). Therefore, this appeal is
Dl SM SSED AS FRI VOLOUS

Hall’ s notion for perm ssion to proceed in forma pauperis on
appeal is DEN ED as noot.

The district court’s dismssal of Hall’s conplaint and this
court’s dismssal of his appeal as frivol ous count as two

“strikes” for purposes of 28 U S.C. 8§ 1915(g). See Adepegba v.

Hanmons, 103 F. 3d 383, 388 (5th Gr. 1996). Hall is CAUTI ONED
that if he accunul ates three “strikes” under § 1915(g), he will
not be able to proceed in forma pauperis in any civil action or
appeal filed while he is incarcerated or detained in any facility
unl ess he is under imm nent danger of serious physical injury.
See 8 1915(9).

APPEAL DI SM SSED; MOTI ON DENI ED;, SANCTI ONS WARNI NG | SSUED



